






























































































Figure V-1 
Exchange rates: Indices of the nominal exchange rates of the Chinese yuan relative to the U.S. 
dollar, by quarters, January 1997-September 2000 

1997 1998 1999 2000 

Nominal 

Source: International Monetary Fund, International Financial Statistics, September 2000. 

PRICING PRACTICES 

Pricing Methods 

Most sales of foundry coke in the United States are made on transaction by transaction 
negotiations based on current market conditions. Available information indicates that from*** percent 
of U.S. producers' sales of foundry coke are on a contract basis while*** percent of importers' sales 
were contract. 

U.S. producers' contracts vary in duration from 1 to 5 years and are renegotiated annually. 
Reported contract terms were similar, with*** reporting that the price was fixed while*** reported that 
both the quantity and the price were fixed. All of the 5 responding producers reported that contract 
agreements do contain a meet-or-release provision. ***reported that their contracts have a minimum 
percentage requirement; ***reported that quantity requirements were stated in each contract and could 
vary. ***reported that there were no standard quantity requirements. 

U.S. importers' contracts vary in duration from *** and are renegotiated within the range of*** 
or***. Reported contract terms were similar, with both the quantity and the price fixed. Also,***. 
*** 

Sales Terms and Discounts 

Two of the producers of foundry coke,***, reported that discounts are available to large-volume 
customers with the discount used to meet a lower offered price from another supplier; ***reported that 
discounts are not used. ***. 

Both importers and one producer,***, stated that typical payment terms***. The remaining 
U.S. producers responding to these questions,***, reported that typical payment terms required payment 
within 30 days and that price quotes occur on a f.o.b. basis. 
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PRICE DATA 

The Commission requested U.S. producers and importers of foundry coke to provide quarterly 
f.o.b. data for the total quantity and value of foundry coke shipped. These data were used to determine 
the weighted-average price in each quarter. Data were requested for the period January 1997 through 
June 2000. The product for which pricing data was requested was as follows: 

Product 1.-- Coke larger than 100 mm (4 inches) in maximum diameter, at least 50 percent of 
which is retained in a 100 mm ( 4-inch) sieve, of a kind used in foundries. 

Five of the 6 U.S. producers and 2 importers4 provided usable pricing data for sales of the 
requested products in the U.S. market, although not necessarily for all quarters over the period of 
investigation. 

Price Trends 

Weighted-average prices for domestically produced foundry coke generally remained stable until 
July 1999, when prices began to decrease (table V-1 and figure V-2). Weighted-average prices for 
foundry coke from China decreased from a high of*** per metric ton during the third quarter of 1997 
(the first year of importation) to a low of*** per metric ton during the second quarter of 1999; prices 
began to increase slightly during the second half of 1999, before increasing substantially during 2000. 

Table V-1 
Foundry coke: Weighted-average f.o.b. prices and quantities shipped by U.S. producers and 
importers and margins of underselling/(overselling), by quarters, January 1997-June 2000 

* * * * * * * 

Figure V-2 
Foundry coke: U.S. and Chinese prices, by quarters, January 1997-June 2000 

* * * * * * * 

Price Comparisons 

Foundry coke from China undersold the domestic product in 10 quarters and oversold the 
domestic product in 1 quarter. Margins of underselling ranged from a low of*** percent to a high of 
***percent; Chinese product oversold the domestic product by*** percent during the third quarter of 
1997. 

LOSTSALESANDLOSTREVENUES 

All 4 of the petitioners plus 1 additional producer provided 28 lost sales allegations and 14 lost 
revenue allegations due to imports of foundry coke from China. All cited firms were contacted; in some 
instances, purchasers were not willing to respond to questions from the Commission. The allegations 

4 *** 
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confirmed by purchasers or that were unverifiable are reported in tables V-2 and V-3.5 For those 
allegations confirmed, purchasers stated that the lower price of the Chinese foundry coke was the most 
important factor in their purchasing decisions. 

Table V-2 
Foundry coke: Lost sales allegations 

* * * * * * * 

Table V-3 
Foundry coke: Lost revenue allegations 

* * * * * * * 

5 None of the purchasers contacted denied the allegations of the domestic producers. 
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PART VI: FINANCIAL CONDITION OF THE U.S. INDUSTRY 

BACKGROUND 

This section of the report represents the financial information of the 6 foundry coke producers 
who comprised nearly 100.0 percent of U.S. foundry coke production during 1999. 

The U.S. producers of foundry coke can be described as either (1) divisions oflarger, diversified 
companies or (2) stand-alone entities in which foundry coke production and sales are the primary 
activities. ABC, consistently the *** producer in terms of sales volume and value, is a division of 
Drummond Company, which is engaged in coal mining and real estate activity. 1 The ***producer of 
foundry coke is Citizens (through its manufacturing division, Indianapolis Coke).2 Empire is a division 
of Mc Wane, which also owns companies producing valve components, cast iron pipes, and fittings.3 

Sloss is comprised of three divisions, one of which produces foundry coke. The other two divisions of 
Sloss produce slag wool and derivative fibers, and specialty chemicals, respectively.4 Tonawanda is a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of***. While Erie is a stand-alone company, it is ***. 5 

***were the only companies to report saies to related companies during the period examined.6 

Except for interim 2000 (when*** reported no related party sales), a significant portion (over***) of 
the total sales reported by*** were to related companies. ***,on the other hand, reported a somewhat 
smaller and declining percentage of related party sales during the period examined.7 

Responding U.S. producers do not all share the same fiscal year: ***reported financial 
information for fiscal years ending June 30, while*** reported financial information based on a fiscal 
year ending September 30. The remaining companies reported their financial information based on a 
calender year. 

OPERATIONS ON FOUNDRY COKE 

Income-and-loss data for the U.S. producers on their foundry coke operations are presented in 
table VI-1. Data on a per-metric-ton basis are shown in table VI-2. 

From 1997 to 1999 total sales volume was relatively stable. In 1998, the larger volume foundry 
coke producers(***) reported higher sales volume, which resulted in an 3.4 percent-increase in total 
sales volume compared to 1997. A portion of this increase in sales volume was at least in part due 

1 According to Drummond Company's website, coal mining and marketing are its "traditional and largest area of 
business." Coke production and sales were entered into when the Drummond Company acquired Alabama By­
Product's Corporation. Retrieved on October 12, 2000 from http://www.drummondco.com/organization.htm. 

2 Citizens is itself organized as a public charitable trust. Retrieved on October 11, 2000 at 
http://www. citizensgas. com/default. htm. 

3 *** 
4 Retrieved on October 11, 2000 at http://www.sloss.com. The majority of the financial data for Sloss is based on 

information submitted for the Commission's 332 foundry coke investigation. 

5 *** 

6 *** 
7 *** 
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Table Vl-1 
Foundry coke: Results of operations of U.S. producers, fiscal years 1997-99, January-June 1999, and 
January-June 2000 

Fiscal year January-June 
Item 

1997 1998 1999 1999 2000 

Quantity (metric tons) 

Commercial sales *** ! *** I *** ! *** *** I 

Related party transfers *** *** I *** *** 
I 

*** 

Total sales 1,242,785 1,285,623 I 1,250,193 635,962 590,036 

i 
Value ($1,000) 

I Commercial sales *** I *** *** I *** *** 
i i 

I 
Related party transfers *** ! *** *** I *** *** 

i 

Total sales 215,142 I 226,603 219,007 
i 

114,828 105,937 I 
: i 
! 166,127 I 

I 

COGS 171,234 I 173,281 
I 

89,710 85,383 I 

I Gross profit I 49,015 ! 45,726 25, 119 I 20,554 i 
I i 55,369 I 

I 

I SG&A expenses 12,558 
I 

12,350 I 13,183 7,097 ! 
I 

7,319 I 

I Operating income or (loss) 
I 

36,457 I 43,019 I 32,543 18,022 i 13,235 I 

I Interest expense 972 I 1,060 I 422 517 i 233 I 

I Other expense 1 858 I 
' I 

1 937 I 
' 1 029 

' I 
887 i 775 I 

I Other income items 2,086 I 

. 
919 I i 2,100 1,785 i 951 

I Net income or (loss) 
I 

35,713 I 42,122 32,877 i 17,537 13,178 I 

I Depreciation/amortization I I 18,198 17,916 i 9,091 7,708 16,337 I 
I 

I Cash flow I 52.050 i 60,320 50,793 I 26,627 20,886 I 
I 

! I 
Ratio to net sales (percent) 

I. 

! 

I 
I 

I 

COGS 77.2 

Gross profit 
I 

22 8 
I 

SG&A expenses 5.8 I 
i 

Operating income or (loss) 
' 

16.9 I 
i 

I 

Net income or (loss) 
! 

16.6 I 
I 

i 

Operating losses 0 I 
I 

I 
6 I Data 

I 

75.6 

24 4 
I 

5.5 

19.0 

18.6 
I 

I 
19.1 I 

20 9 

6.0 

14.9 

15.0 

Number of firms reporting 

o I 0 

6 6 

78.1 

21 9 

6.2 
! 

15.1 I 

15.3 I 

I 
Qi 

6 I 

Note.-- Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. *** reported full-year financial data for 
fiscal years ending June 30, 1998, 1999, and 2000. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
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80.6 \ 

19 4 
I 

I 

6.9 i 

12.5 I 

12.4 

1 

6 

I 
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Table Vl-2 
Foundry coke: Results of operations (per metric ton) of U.S. producers, fiscal years 1997-99, January­
June 1999, and January-June 2000 

Fiscal year January-June 
Item 

1997 1998 1999 1999 2000 
i I 

Net sales I $173 i $176 $175 ! $181 
I 

$180 I 
I 

Cost of sales 
I I I 

Raw materials 90 88 ! 90 1 87 I 88 ! 
I 

Direct labor 26 26 
i 

28 25 29 

Other factory 18 I 19 21 29 28 

' Total COGS 134 133 139 141 I 145 I 

Gross profit 39 43 37 39 

SG&A expenses 10 10 11 11 

I Operating income or (loss) 
1 

29 , 33 
1 

26 
1 

· 28 I 

I

. Note.-- Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. *** reported full-year financial data for 
, fiscal years ending June 30, 1998, 1999, and 2000. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 

35 

12 

22 

to Koppers' exit from the foundry coke market.8 Somewhat smaller volume companies***, in contrast, 
reported lower sales volume in 1998. 

In addition to higher overall sales volume, sales revenue in 1998 also increased due to higher 
average unit sales values (1.8 percent higher). Although the magnitude ofchange in average unit sales 
value from 1997 to 1998 varied by company, all producers reported some increase in average unit sales 
value during that period. The positive combination of higher sales volumes and higher average unit sales 
values resulted in a 5.3 percent increase in total sales revenue from 1997 to 1998. 

While the other U.S. producers reported increases in 1998 average unit sales value ranging from 
a low of*** percent for *** to a somewhat higher *** percent for ***, *** reported the largest increases 
in average unit sales values: ***percent. Unlike the majority of other U.S. producers, ***reported 
decreased sales volume from 1997 to 1998. ***reported a somewhat smaller increase in average unit 
sales value, but experienced a similar decline in sales volume. In contrast,*** reported one of the 
largest percentage increases in average unit sales value, but at the same time achieved the largest 
percentage increase in sales volume from 1997 to 1998.9 

From 1998 to 1999 the positive overall changes in sales volume and average unit sales value 
were reversed. In 1999, total sales volume fell by 2.8 percent, which was somewhat less than the amount 
by which sales volume increased in 1998. Also, the average unit sales value fell by 0.6 percent and thus 

8 At the October 11, 2000 conference (conference transcript, p. 29) John Person, President of ABC, stated that his 
company "picked up a substantial portion" of Koppers' contract business after that company ceased foundry coke 
operations in 1997. 

9 The average unit sale values reported by *** remained the lowest of any producer throughout the period 
examined. The average unit sales values reported by *** was consistently the highest. 
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gave back a portion of the previous year's increase. The combination of these negative elements resulted 
in a 3.4 percent decline in total sales revenue from 1998 to 1999. As a result, 1999 total sales revenue 
was only marginally higher than total sales revenue in 1997. 

Along with the majority of U.S. producers, and despite reporting the largest reductions in 
average unit sales value,*** reported lower sales volume in 1999.10 In contrast,*** reported a 
somewhat smaller decrease in average unit sales value(*** percent), but reported a ***-percent increase 
in sales volume. ***, the two largest producers, also reported small reductions in average unit sales 
value, but reported declines in sales volume from 1998 to 1999. The only producer to report an increase 
in average unit sales value from 1998 to 1999 was***, while*** was the only producer to report higher 
sales volume. 

For interim 2000, U.S. producers reported different trends in terms of change in average unit 
sales value. While the average unit sales values for*** were lower than the averages for interim 1999, 
***reported marginally higher average unit sales values for interim 2000. At the end of the period, the 
average unit sales value reported by *** was notably higher than the averages reported for previous full­
year periods. Despite this fact, ***'s higher unit costs resulted in significantly lower operating income. 11 

In contrast, the interim 2000 average unit sales values for*** were either approximately the same or 
lower than the averages for previous full-year periods. For the industry as a whole, lower sales volume 
and higher costs resulted in lower operating income for interim 2000 compared to interim 1999. 12 

As shown in table VI-2, average unit values for raw material costs were relatively stable during 
the period examined. In contrast, costs for direct labor and other factory costs generally increased in 
terms of both unit and absolute value. 13 While gross profit and operating income were positively affected 
by increased sales values and volume from 1997 to 1998, higher costs (most notably at the end of the 
period examined) resulted in lower gross profit and operating income for the remainder of the period. 14 

Despite this deterioration in profitability, the only company to report an operating loss was***. 
Unlike other U.S. producers, whose operating income declined to a loss or, in several cases, 

remained only just above breakeven, *** maintained a less precarious level of operating income 
throughout the period examined. At least two positive elements (unrelated to the average unit sales 

10 The large reduction in ***'s average unit sales value was almost entirely due to lower average prices and 
volume to related companies. In 1997, the difference between ***'s average commercial unit sales value and 
average related company transfer unit value was approximately $20 per metric ton. In 1998, the difference was 
reduced to approximately $13 per metric ton. In 1999, the average unit sales values were approximately the same. 
From 1998 to 1999, the proportion of***'s transfers to total sales went from*** percent to*** percent. In 
contrast, *** reported average unit values for commercial and related party sales which were approximately the 
same throughout the period. 

11 Along with*** reported its highest level ofoperating income in 1998. 
12 With the exception of***, all U.S. producers reported lower sales volume and sales revenue in interim 2000, as 

compared to interim 1999. ***reported sales revenue for interim 2000 which was marginally higher than sales 
revenue reported for interim 1999. 

13 While this trend was not uniform (or of equal magnitude), the largest volume producers (* * *) reported 
increasing unit conversion costs during the period examined. ***reported declining production volume after 1998. 
While*** maintained a relatively consistent level of production throughout the period, production volume of 
foundry coke was lower in interim 2000 than in interim 1999. 

14 ***were the only companies to report declining average unit SG&A expenses. 
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values it achieved) appear to explain this: ***'s COGS on a per ton basis was significantly less than the 
unit COGS reported by other producers, while its SG&A expenses on a per unit basis were also the 
lowest. 15 

All of the U.S. producers reported that they generated byproduct sales revenue which was used to 
offset the cost of manufacturing foundry coke. 16 With the exception of***, total byproduct sales 
revenue represented a relatively small amount compared to total sales of foundry coke. According to a 
company official at ***, byproduct sales revenue was high because blast furnace coke was reported as a 
byproduct. 17 (Note: *** appear to be the only companies which produce blast furnace coke on a regular 
basis.) *** and several other producers also specified foundry coke which is 4 inches and under (i.e., 
industrial coke) as a byproduct. 18 

Total estimated cash flows from operations increased in 1998 along with net income and then 
subsequently declined. Smaller producers with less significant net income at the beginning of the period 
reported the weakest cash flows at the end of the period examined. With the exception of***, U.S. 
producers reported estimated cash flows from operations only somewhat larger than their reported 
depreciation expense. *** .19 

Selected financial data, by firms, are presented in table VI-3. 

Table Vl-3 
Foundry coke: Results of operations of U.S. producers, by firms, fiscal years 1997-99, January­
June 1999, and January.June 2000 

* * * * * * * 

A variance analysis for the 6 U.S. producers of foundry coke is presented in table VI-4 and is 
derived from information reported in table VI-1. The variance analysis provides an assessment of 
changes in profitability as related to changes in pricing, cost, and volume. The analysis is most effective 
when the product involved is homogeneous and product mix does not vary. 

Table VI-4 illustrates that the overall reduction of $3.9 million in operating income for 1999, as 
compared to 1997, was the result of an unfavorable cost/expense variance. As noted above, the 
components of cost which increased and caused this unfavorable variance were related to conversion 
costs (direct labor and factory overhead) and, to a lesser extent, SG&A expenses. The unfavorable 
cost/expense variance was offset somewhat by a favorable price variance. While the volume variance 

15 *** 
16 A byproduct is considered incidental to the production of a primary product and also possesses a relatively low 

sales value compared to the primary product. According to U.S. generally accepted accounting principles, principal 
production costs are not assigned to by-products, and related sales revenue is treated as either a deduction from 
COGS or "other revenue." Cost Accounting: Using a Cost Management Approach, L. Gayle Rayburn, Fifth 
Edition (1993), pp. 258 and 261. In this case, all of the U.S. producers reported in their questionnaire responses that 
they treated byproduct sales revenue as an offset to COGS. In their financial statements, however, at least some 
producers appear to have recognized the sale of "byproduct" blast furnace coke as "revenue," as opposed to a credit 
against COGS. 

17 *** 
18 ***. Based on information provided at the October 11, 2000 conference, degradation of foundry coke into less 

valuable industrial coke is common among all producers. 

19 *** 
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Table Vl-4 
Foundry coke: Variance analysis of U.S. producers' operations, fiscal years 1997-99, January.June 1999, 
and January.June 2000 

Fiscal year I January..June 
Item 

1997-99 1997-98 1998-99 I 1999.2000 

' Trade sales· I Value ($1 000) 
' 

I Price variance I *** *** *** I *** I 

I 
Volume variance 

! *** *** *** I *** I 

I I I 

Commercial sales variance I *** I *** I *** 
I *** I i 

Related party transfers: I I 

i 
Price variance I 

*** *** I *** I *** 
I 

I I 
*** *** *** 

I 
*** Volume variance i I 

! 
I 

*** *** *** I *** I I Related party transfer variance 

' Total net sales· I 
I 

i 
I 

(1,351 > I (599) I I Price variance 2,583 I 4,045 I 

I 
Volume variance 

! 
1,282 7,416 I (6,245) I (8,292) 

I I ! 

I Total net sales variance 3,865 11,461 I (7,596) I (8,891) 

! Cost of sales: I 

I (6,164) i 619 I (6,766) I 
I 

I Cost variance (2,152) ! 

I ! 
I 

! I 
1 Volume variance (990) I (5,726) I 4,719 I 6,478 I 

I Total cost variance I (7, 154) (5, 107) (2,047) I 4,326 : 
1 

Gross profit variance I 
I 

(3,289) I 6,354 ! (9,643) (4,564) I 

I I I SG&A expenses: 
~ ! 641 ! (1,173) I Expense variance i (550) 

i 
(735) 

I I 

340 ! Volume variance I (75) (433) I 513 
I i 

I 
Total SG&A variance I 

(625) 208 I (833) I (222) 

6,562 I 

I 

(4,786) I Operating income variance 
I 

(3,914) (10,476) i 
I 

Summarized as: 
i 

I 
I 

' 
Price variance 2,583 1 4,045 (1,351) (599) i 

I 
' 

Net cosUexpense variance (6,714) ' 1,260 (7,939) (2,886) I 

I 

Net volume variance 217 \ 1,257 (1,186) (1,301 > I 

Note.·· Unfavorable variances are shown in parentheses; all others are favorable. I 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
I 
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was positive, it was in effect neutral because sales volume in 1999 was approximately the same as sales 
volume in 1997. 

INVESTMENT IN PRODUCTIVE FACILITIES, 
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES, AND R&D EXPENSES 

The responding firms' data on capital expenditures, R&D expenses, and the value of their 
property, plant, and equipment are shown in table VI-5. Total capital expenditures were highest in 1997 
and then subsequently declined. ***consistently reported large capital expenditures and were, in 
addition to***, the only companies to report R&D expenses.2° For these companies, capital 
expenditures generally were close to the total depreciation expenses being recognized.21 With the 
exception of*** in 1997, the remaining (and lower volume) producers generally reported smaller total 
capital expenditures. 

As noted in previous sections of this report, environmental costs are a significant consideration 
for the domestic industry. For example, the provisions of the Clean Air Act of 1990 require air, water, 
and solid waste compliance for emission points on ovens; e.g., doors and lids.22 Over the next two years 
U.S. producers will be required to make additional capital expenditures as new EPA guidelines are 
implemented. 23 

The majority of ***'s large capital expenditure in 1997 was for a waste water treatment 
facility (which came on line in June of 1998).24 Subsequent capital expenditures by*** during the 
period examined were related to a number of smaller projects.25 Approximately a third of ***'s 1998 
capital expenditures were for a retention pond.26 In contrast, only a few of ***'s capital expenditures 
appeared to be directly related to environmental compliance.27 

All producers except*** reported capital expenditures which were generally less than estimated 
cash flows from operations.28 

20 ***reported the largest R&D expenses. According to a company official, R&D expenses were related to a 
***. *** 's relatively small R&D expenses were related to the sampling and analysis of coal volatility and 
expandability: "petrographics" and "sole oven and moveable wall analysis." The information submitted by*** 
indicated that its R&D expenses were also related to coal sampling and analysis. 

21 A company official at *** stated that capital expenditures are generally close to the depreciation allowance. 
*** 

22 Conference transcripts, p. 65. 
23 Petitioners' postconference brief, p. 10. 

24 *** 

25 *** 

26 *** 

27 ***'s "Detail of Capital Expenditures" indicated that there were a number of projects and expenditures related 
to the general operations of the plant. It should be noted, however, that costs associated with environmental 
compliance are also reflected in operating expenses related to increased personnel for maintenance, repair, and 
monitoring. At the October 11, 2000 conference, Martin Dusel, Executive Vice President of Citizens, stated that 
about 30 percent of operating costs were related to environmental compliance (conference transcript, p. 32). 

28 A*** company official stated that the company spent more on capital expenditures (early in the period 
examined) because the market was considered better and it was necessary to take advantage of the cash flows being 
generated. In contrast, as the market reportedly softened and cash flows declined, the company reduced its capital 
expenditures. *** 
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Table Vl-5 
Foundry coke: Value of assets, capital expenditures, and R&D expenses of U.S. producers, fiscal years 
1997-99, January.June 1999, and January.June 2000 

Fiscal year January.June 
Item 

I 
I 

I 
' 

1997 1998 1999 1999 2000 

I Capital expenditures Value ($1,000) 

I *** I 

I 
*** I *** I *** I I 

: 
1 ABC 

*** I *** *** ••• I 
I 

I 
I Citizens 

I 

*** 

*** 
I 
I 

[ Empire *** *** *** *** I *** I 

Erie *** *** I *** *** *** 
I 

Sloss 
I 

*** *** 
i 

*** *** *** 
I 

i Tonawanda I 
*** 

i 
*** I *** *** ' *** I I 

I 
! I 

Total ca ital ex enditures 18 559 13 820 12 628 427 4 p p 6, 6,0 6 

R&D expenditures Value ($1,000) 

*** i *** I *** I *** *** I ABC 

! Citizens *** I *** I *** I *** I *** 

I *** ! 

! 

I Empire *** ! *** i *** *** 
I 

! 

*** i I Erie *** *** i *** *** 
i 

1 

Sloss I *** i *** *** *** *** I 

I 

! 
I 

*** *** *** 
I 

i Tonawanda *** i *** 

Total R&D expenses I 662 I 247 I 287 I 24 i 22 

Fixed assets: Value ($1,000) 

Total original cost 353 578 ! 
0 I 360,194 377,150 362,417 369,221 

I 

Total book value 159,226 : 151,106 153,960 145,469 I 148,453 . 

Note.·· *** 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 

CAPITAL AND INVESTMENT 

The Commission requested U.S. producers to describe any actual or potential negative effects of 
imports of foundry coke from China on their firms' growth, investment, and ability to raise capital or 
development and production efforts (including efforts to develop a derivative or more advanced version 
of the product). Their responses are shown in appendix D. 
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PART VII: THREAT CONSIDERATIONS 

The Commission analyzes a number of factors in making threat determinations (see 19 U.S.C. § 
1677(7)(F)(i)). Information on the volume and pricing of imports of the subject merchandise is 
presented in Parts IV and V, and information on the effects of imports of the subject merchandise on U.S. 
producers' existing development and production efforts is presented in Part VI. Information on 
inventories of the subject merchandise; foreign producers' operations, including the potential for 
"product-shifting;" any other threat indicators, if applicable; and any dumping in third-country markets, 
follows. 

THE INDUSTRY IN CHINA 

According to the Commission's 332 investigation on foundry coke, there were approximately 25 
producers of foundry coke in China in 1997. Respondents have suggested that as many as 10 of these 
producers have shut down operations as a result of the Chinese government passing more stringent 
environmental regulations on all metallurgical coke producers in China.' Of the remaining 15, 
respondents further suggest that 3 of the producers manufacture foundry coke with a minimum ash 
content of 9.5 percent or above, making it unsuitable for the U.S. market.2 The Commission received 
usable data from 3 of these producers and 1 exporter of foundry coke. Most of the producers of foundry 
coke are located in the Shanxi Province of China. According to the 332 investigation on foundry coke, 
several of the Chinese foundry coke producers are integrated vertically and/or horizontally; of the 
original 25 producers, 10 are known to produce other types of coke and coal products, and 8 have their 
own mines to supply at least part of their raw material.3 Approximately 53.1 percent of current Chinese 
foundry coke capacity was built in the 1990s as foreign demand for Chinese foundry coke increased with 
improved quality of the Chinese product.4 

The Chinese producers manufacture foundry coke using the beehive process. While 48 percent 
of total Chinese capacity uses an improved beehive method, by which the coals are heated in ovens fired 
with gas fittings set underneath the ovens in long, hollow brick buildings, the Chinese production process 
is considered environmentally hazardous since none of the byproducts of coking are captured. 5 As a 
result, successive announcements of environmental regulations by the Chinese government in recent 

1 Respondents' postconference brief, p. Q-15. Petitioners do not believe that Chinese enforcement of 
environmental regulations can be relied upon to effectively eliminate all noncompliant beehive activity. They note 
that beehive ovens can be used to produce either foundry or blast furnace coke and believe that beehive oven 
capacity in China will remain under-reported, despite the implementation of stricter environmental standards. (See 
petitioners' postconference brief, p. 20.) Petitioners also suggest that due to the lack of significant response to the 
Commission's foreign producer questionnaire, the Commission should take adverse inferences on the issue of 
available Chinese production capacity. Petitioners' postconference brief, p. 3. 

2 Respondents' postconference brief, p. Q-15. 
3 B. Goswami, Chinese Coke 1999 Directory, p. 76. 
4 USITC, Foundry Coke: A Review of the Industries in the United States and China, Inv. No. 332-407, pub. No. 

3323, July 2000, pp. 3-2, 3-14. Better quality foundry coke usually denoted lower ash (under 10.5 percent) and 
higher carbon content. 

5 Ibid., pp. 1-4, 3-2. 
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years allegedly have resulted in a decrease in production capacity and foundry coke supply, especially as 
it pertains to the older beehive ovens in China.6 

Reported Chinese production of foundry coke increased by 48.1 percent during 1997-99 before 
increasing by 5.0 percent in interim period 2000 (table VII-I). Increased production was a direct result 
of increased capacity. Home market sales remained relatively stable during 1997-99 with a 20 percent 
increase between 1997 and 1998. Home market sales comprised 14.7 percent of total shipments in 1999 
compared with sales to the United States of 15.5 percent. Exports to the United States, which were zero 
in 1997, more than doubled between 1998 and 1999 and rose by an additional 144.8 percent in interim 
2000. Projections for full year 2000 show a continued increase. Exports to other markets dropped 
slightly in 1998 before recovering by 35.2 percent in 1999, and remained somewhat flat in the interim 
period.7 

China's second largest export market, the EU, recently enacted provisional antidumping 
measures against imports of foundry coke from China, with margins of 45 .1 percent applied to imports. 
Respondents believe that these additional duties will not have a significant impact on China's exports to 
the EU as EU producers of foundry coke cannot supply the entire market. 8 Additionally, India has 
imposed antidumping duties on foundry coke products from China. An exemption from the duty has 
been made for manufacturers of pig iron and steel.9 

6 Ibid., p. 3-14, and respondents' postconference brief, p. Q-15. 
7 Respondents believe that exports to third markets should increase as East Asia continues to recover from the 

Asian crisis. In particular, respondents anticipate that Chinese shipments to Japan and Korea should continue to 
increase. Respondents' postconference brief, p. Q-5. 

8 Respondents' postconference brief, pp. Q-2-4. Petitioners dispute the claim that duties upwards of 45 percent 
will have no effect on Chinese exports to the EU market. Petitioners' postconference brief, p. 3. 

9 Correspondence from respondents, October 19, 2000, p. 2. While respondents believe that foundries in India 
could also petition for an exemption under the same authority for which pig iron and steel manufacturers petitioned 
and were granted an exemption, to date such an exemption for foundries has not been requested or issued. 
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Table Vll-1 
Foundry coke: Chinese production capacity, production, shipments, and inventories, 1997-99, 
January.June 1999, January.June 2000, and projected 2000-01 

Actual experience Projections 

January.June 

Item 1997 1998 1999 1999 2000 2000 2001 

Quantity (metric tons) 

Capacity 135,000 160,000 200,000 130,000 140,000 210,000 210,000 

Production 135,000 150,000 200,000 100,000 105,000 208,000 210,000 

EOP inventories 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Shipments: 
Internal consumption 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Home market 25,000 30,000 30,000 19,000 15,000 33,000 35,000 

Exports to--
The United States 0 15,000 31,573 18,500 45,296 52,000 30,000 

All other markets 110,000 105,000 142,000 73,500 74,500 158,000 180,000 

Total exports 110,000 120,000 173,573 92,000 119,796 210,000 210,000 

Total shipments 135,000 150,000 203,573 111,000 134,796 243,000 245,000 

Ratios and shares (percent) 

Capacity utilization 100.0 93.8 100.0 76.9 75.0 99.0 100.0 

Inventories to production 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Inventories to total 
shipments 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Share of total quantity of 
shipments: 

Internal consumption 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Home market 18.5 20.0 14.7 17.1 11.1 13.6 14.3 

Exports to--
The United States 0.0 10.0 15.5 16.7 33.6 21.4 12.2 

All other markets 81.5 70.0 69.8 66.2 55.3 65.0 73.5 

All export markets 81.5 80.0 85.3 82.9 88.9 86.4 85.7 

Note.-Because .of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
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U.S. INVENTORIES OF PRODUCT FROM CIDNA 

Only 2 importers, *** and ***, provided the Commission with inventory data on their imports of 
foundry coke during the period for which data were collected. 10 As shown in table VII-2, inventories 
were very high relative to imports in 1997 and 1998, as the reporting importers chose to inventory rather 
than ship a significant portion of their imports, especially in 1997. Towards the end of the period, 
inventories leveled off, and the ratio of inventories to U.S. shipments declined substantially. 

Table Vll-2 
Foundry coke: U.S. importers' end-of-period inventories of imports, 1997-99, January.June 1999, 
and January.June 2000 

* * * * * * * 

10 Data from the 3 remaining importers were taken from questionnaire responses from the Commission's 332 
investigation on foundry coke, which did not ask for inventory data. 
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Federal Register/Vol. 65, No. 188/Wednesday, September 27, 2000/Notices 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
COMMISSION 

[Investigation No. 731-TA-891 
(Prell ml nary)] 

58103 

Foundry Coke From China 

AGENCY: United States International 
Trade Commission. 
ACTION: Institution of antidumping 
investigation and scheduling of a 
preliminary phase investigation. 

SUMMARY: The Commission hereby gives 
notice of the institution of an 
investigation and commencement of 
preliminary phase antidumping 
investigation No. 731-TA-891 
(Preliminary) under section 733(a) of the 
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Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1673b(a)) the Federal Register. Industrial users 
(the Act) to determine whether there is and (if the merchandise under 
a reasonable indication that an industry investigation is sold at the retail level) 
in the United States is materially representative consumer organizations 
injured or threatened with material have the right to appear as parties in 
injury, or the establishment of an Commission antidumping 
industry in the United States is investigations. The Secretar}r will 
materially retarded, by reason of prepare a public service list containing 
imports from China of foundry coke, the names and addresses of all persons, 
provided for in heading 2704.00.00 of or their representatives, who are parties 
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the to this investigation upon the expiration 
United States, that are alleged to be sold of the period for filing entries of 
in the United States at less than fair appearance. 
value. Unless the Department of Limited disclosure of business 
Commerce extends the time for proprietary information (BPI) under an 
initiation pursuant to section administrative protective order (APO) 
732(c)(l)(B) of the Act (19 U.S.C. and BPI service li._Pursuant to 
1673a(c)(l)(B)), the Commission must section 207.7(a) of the Commission's 
reach a preliminary determination in rules, the Secretary will make BPI 
antidumping investigations in 45 days, gathered in this investigation available 
or in this case by November 6, 2000. to authorized applicants representing 
The Commission's views are due at the interested parties (as defined in 19 
Department of Commerce within five U.S.C. 1677(9))-who are parties to the 
business days thereafter, or by investigation under the APO issued in 
November 14, 2000. the investigation, provided that the 

For further information concerning application is made not later than seven 
the conduct of this investigation and days after the publication of this notice 
rules of general application, consult the in the Federal Register. A separate 
Commission's Rules of Practice and service list will be maintained by the 
Procedure, part 201, subparts A through Secretary for those parties authorized to 
E (19 CFR part 201), and part 207, receive BPI under the APO. 
subparts A and B (19 CFR part 207). Conference.-The Commission's 
EFFECTIVE DATE: September 20, 2000. Director of Operations has scheduled a 

conference in connection with this 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Jozlyn Kalchthaler (202_205_3457), investigation for 9:30 a.m. on October 
11, 2000, at the U.S. International Trade 

Office oflnvestigations, U.S. Commission Building, 500 E Street SW., 
International Trade Commission, 500 E Washington, DC. Parties wishing to 
Street SW., Washington, DC 20436. participate in the conference should 
Hearing-impaired persons can obtain contact Jozlyn Kalchthaler (202-205-
information on this matter by contacting 3457) not later than October 6, 2000, to 
the Commission's TDD terminal on 202- arrange for their appearance. Parties in 
205-1810. Persons with mobility support of the imposition of 
impairments who will need special antidumping duties in this investigation 
assistance in gaining access to the and parties in opposition to the 
Commission should contact the Office imposition of such duties will each be 
of the Secretary at 202-205-2000. collectively allocated one hour within 
General information concerning the which to make an oral presentation at 
Commission may also be obtained by the conference. A nonparty who has 
accessing its internet server (http:// testimony that may aid the 
www.usitc.gov). Commission's deliberations may request 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: permission to present a short statement 

Background.-This investigation is at the conference. 
being instituted in response to a petition Written submissions.-As provided in 
filed on September 20, 2000, by ABC sections 201.8 and 207.15 of the 
Coke, Birmingham, AL; Citizens Gas Commission's rules, any person may 
and Coke, Indianapolis, IN; Erie Coke, submit to the Commission on or before 
Erie, PA; Tonawanda Coke, Tonawanda, October 16, 2000, a written brief 
NY; and the United Steelworkers of containing information and arguments 
America, AFL-CIO. pertinent to the subject matter of the 

Participation in the investigation and investigation. Parties may file written 
public service Jist.-Persons (other than testimony in connection with their 
petitioners) wishing to participate in the presentation at the conference no later 
investigation as parties must file an than three days before the conference. If 
entry of appearance with the Secretary briefs or written testimony contain BPI, 
to the Commission, as provided in they must conform with the 
sections 201.11 and 207.10 of the requirements of sections 201.6, 207.3, 
Commission's rules, not later than seven and 207.7 of the Commission's rules. 
days after publication of this notice in The Commission's rules do not 

authorize filing of submissions with the 
Secretary by facsimile or electronic 
means. 

In accordance with sections 201.16(c) 
and 207.3 of the rules, each document 
filed by a party to the investigation must 
be served on all other parties to the 
investigation (as identified by either the 
public or BPI service list), and a 
certificate of service must be timely 
filed. The Secretary will not accept a 
document for filing without a certificate 
of service. 

Authority: This investigation is being 
conducted under authority of title VII of the 
Tariff Act of 1930; this notice is published 
pursuant to section 207.12 of the 
Commission's rules. 

Issued: September 21, 2000. 
By order of the Commission. 

Donna R. Koehnke, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 00-24821 Filed 9-26-00; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-P 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

International Trade Administration 

[A-570-862] 

Initiation of Antidumping Duty 
Investigation: Foundry Coke Products 
From the People's Republic of China 

AGENCY: Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, 
Department of Commerce. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: October 17, 2000. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
James Doyle, Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, 14th 
Street and Constitution Avenue, NW., 
Washington, DC 20230; telephone: (202) 
482-0159. 

Initiation of Investigation 

The Applicable Statute and Regulations 
Unless otherwise indicated, all 

citations to the statute are references to 
the provisions effective January 1, 1995, 
the effective date of the amendments 
made to the Tariff Act of 1930 ("Act") 
by the Uruguay Round Agreements Act 
("URAA''). In addition, unless 
otherwise indicated, all citations to the 
Department of Commerce's 
("Department") regulations are to 19 
CFR part 351 (2000). 

The Petition 
On September 20, 2000, the 

Department received a petition on 
imports of foundry coke products from 
the People's Republic of China ("PRC") 
filed in proper form by ABC Coke, 
Citizens Gas and Coke Utility, Erie 
Coke, Tonawanda Coke Corporation, 
and United Steelworkers of America, 
AFL-CIO, hereinafter referred to as "the 
petitioners." On September 25, 2000, 
the Department received a supplement 
to the petition. On September 27, 2000, 
the Department requested clarification 
of certain areas of the petition and 
received a response on October 2, 2000. 

In accordance with section 732(b) of 
the Act, the petitioners allege that 
imports of foundry coke products from 
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the PRC are being, or are likely to be, 
sold in the United States at less than fair 
value within the meaning of section 731 
of the Act, and that such imports are 
materially injuring and threaten to 
injure an industry in the United States. 

The Department finds that the 
petitioners filed this petition on behalf 
of the domestic industry because they 
are interested parties as defined in 
section 771(9)(C) and (D) of the Act and 
they have demonstrated sufficient 
industry support with respect to the 
antidumping duty investigation they are 
requesting the Department to initiate 
(see "Determination of Industry Support 
for the Petition" below). 

Scope of Investigation 
For purposes of this investigation, the 

product covered is coke larger than 100 
mm (4 inches) in maximum diameter 
and at least 50 percent of which is 
retained on a 100-mm (4 inch) sieve, of 
a kind used in foundries. 

The foundry coke products subject to 
this investigation are currently 
classifiable under subheading 
2704.00.00.10 of the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedules of the United States 
(HTSUS). Although the HTSUS 
subheadings are provided for 
convenience and Customs purposes, our 
written description of the scope of this 
investigation is dispositive. 

During our review of the petition, we 
discussed the scope with the petitioners 
to ensure that it accurately reflects the 
product for which the domestic industry 
is seeking relief. Moreover, as discussed 
in the preamble to the Department's 
regulations (62 FR 27323), we are setting 
aside a period for interested parties to 
raise issues regarding product coverage. 
The Department encourages all 
interested parties to submit such 
comments within 20 calender days of 
publication of this notice. Comments 
should be addressed to Import 
Administration's Central Records Unit 
at Room 1870, U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution 
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20230. 
The period of scope consultations is 
intended to provide the Department 
with ample opportunity to consider all 
comments and consult with interested 
parties prior to the issuance of the 
preliminary determinations. 

Determination oflndustry Support for 
the Petition 

Section 732(b)(1) of the Act requires 
that a petition be filed on behalf of the 
domestic industry. Section 732(c)(4)(A) 
of the Act provides that a petition meets 
this requirement if the domestic 
producers or workers who support the 
petition account for: (1) At least 25 

percent of the total production of the 
domestic like product; and (2) more 
than 50 percent of the production of the 
domestic like product produced by that 
portion of the industry expressing 
support for, or opposition to, the 
petition. 

Section 771(4)(A) of the Act defines 
the "industry" as the producers as a 
whole of a domestic like product. Thus, 
to determine whether the petition has 
the requisite industry support, the 
statute directs the Department to look to 
producers and workers who produce the 
domestic like product. The International 
Trade Commission ("ITC"), which is 
responsible for determining whether 
"the domestic industry" has been 
injured, must also determine what 
constitutes a domestic like product in 
order to define the industry. While the 
Department and the ITC must apply the 
same statutory definition regarding the 
domestic like produCt (see section 
771(10) of the Act), they do so for 
different purposes and pursuant to 
separate and distinct authority. In 
addition, the Department's 
determination is subject to limitations of 
time and information. Although this 
may result in different definitions of the 
domestic like product, such differences 
do not render the decision of either 
agency contrary to law.1 

Section 771(10) of the Act defines the 
domestic like product as "a product 
which is like, or in the absence of like, 
most similar in characteristics and uses 
with, the article subject to an 
investigation under this title." Thus, the 
reference point from which the 
domestic like product analysis begins is 
"the article subject to an investigation," 
i.e., the class or kind of merchandise to 
be investigated, which normally will be 
the scope as defined in the IJetition. 

In this case, the domestic like product 
referred to in the petition is the single 
domestic like product defined in the 
"Scope of Investigation" section, above. 
At this time, the Department has no 
basis on the record to find the petition's 
definition of the domestic like product 
to be inaccurate. The Department, 
therefore, has adopted the domestic like 
product definition set forth in the 
petition. 

Moreover, the Department has 
determined that the petition contains 
adequate evidence of industry support; 
therefore, polling was not unnecessary 
(see Initiation Checklist Re: Industry 
Support, October 10, 2000) ("Initiation 

1 See Algoma Steel Corp. Ltd., v. United States, 
688 F. Supp. 639, 642-44 (CIT 1988); High 
Information Content Flat Panel Displays and 
Display Glass from Japan: Final Determination; 
Rescission of Investigation and Partial Dismissal of 
Petition, 56 FR 32376, 32380-81 [July 16, 1991). 

Checklist"). To the best of the 
Department's knowledge, producers 
supporting the petition represent over 
50 percent of total production of the 
domestic like product. Additionally, no 
person who would qualify as an 
interested party pursuant to section 
771(9) (A), (C), (D), (E), or (F) of the Act 
has expressed opposition to the petition. 

Accordingly, tlie Department 
determines that this petition is filed on 
behalf of the domestic industry within 
the meaning of section 732(b)(1) of the 
Act. 

Export Price and Normal Value 
The following is a description of the 

allegation of sales at less than fair value 
upon which the Department based its 
decision to initiate this investigation. 
The sources of data for the deductions 
and adjustments relating to U.S. price 
and factors of production are also 
discussed in the Initiation Checklist. 
Should the need arise to use any of this 
information as facts available under 
section 776 of the Act in our 
preliminary or final determination, we 
may reexamine the information and 
revise the margin calculations, if 
appropriate. 

Based on information obtained from 
the ITC's section 332 study on the 
foundry coke industries in the United 
States and the PRC, Foundry Coke: A 
Review of the Industries in the United 
States and China, July 2000 (" 332 
Study"), the petitioners identified the 
following PRC companies as major 
producers of foundry coke products in 
the PRC: Ying Xian, Top Reach (De-Rui), 
Ju Fu, Xiao Shan, Sanjia, Yuan Hui, 
Feng Yang Wen Feng, Ping Yao Feng 
Yang, Shuang Fa, Zhong Pu, Bai Zhang, 
Jin Yang, Military Farmland, Huang He, 
Jia Wei, Liangyu, Ping Yao Hua Feng, 
San Sheng, Tang Xin, Ying Xing, Wen 
Fei, Ying Dong, Fu You, Bao Wan, and 
Yao Long. Of these 25 companies the 
petitioners identified Ying Xian, Top 
Reach (De-Rui), Ju Fu, and Xiao Shan as 
the producers of a large quantity of 
foundry coke products exported to the 
United States. 

The petitioners based export price 
("EP") on import values declared to the 
U.S. Customs Service. In calculating 
import values declared to the U.S. 
Customs Service, the petitioners used 
the HTSUS category under which 
subject merchandise is currently 
classified (i.e, 2704.00.00.10). The 
petitioners calculated one EP based on 
the average unit values for entries of 
subject merchandise during February 
and March 2000. In order to obtain ex­
factory prices, the petitioners deducted 
foreign inland freight from the Customs 
value. According to the ITC's 332 study 
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on the foundry coke industries in the 
United States and the PRC, in the PRC 
foundry coke is transported to the port 
by either truck or train. For purposes of 
calculating foreign inland freight, the 
petitioners used the surrogate value for 
rail because of the large distances 
involved and the lower expense of 
shipping by rail, as compared to 
shipments by truck. For purposes of 
initiation we have found that this is a 
conservative estimate. We relied on the 
data in the petition except for valuing 
foreign inland freight. See Initiation 
Checklist. 

The petitioners assert that the 
Department considers the PRC to be a 
non-market economy country ("NME") 
and, therefore, constructed normal value 
("NV") based on the factors of 
production methodology pursuant to 
section 773(c) of the Act. In previous 
cases, the Department has determined 
that the PRC is an NME country. See, 
e.g., Final Determination of Sales at Less 
Than Fair Value: Certain Cold-Rolled 
Flat-Rolled Carbon-Quality Steel 
Products from the People's Republic of 
China ("Cold-Rolled Steel from China"), 
65 FR 34660 (May 31, 2000). In 
accordance with section 771(18)(c)(i) of 
the Act, the NME status remains in 
effect until revoked by the Department. 
The NME status of the PRC has not been 
revoked by the Department and, 
therefore, remains in effect for purposes 
of the initiation of this investigation. 
Accordingly, the NV of the product 
appropriately is based on factors of 
production valued in a surrogate market 
economy country in accordance with 
section 773(c) of the Act. In the course 
of this investigation, all parties will 
have the opportunity to provide relevant 
information related to the issues of the 
PRC's NME status and the granting of 
separate rates to individual exporters. 

As required by 19 CFR 
351.202(b)(7)(i)(C), the petitioners 
provided a dumping margin calculation 
using the Department's NME 
methodology described in 19 CFR 
351.408. For the NV calculation, the 
petitioners based the factors of 
production, as defined by section 
773(c)(3) of the Act (raw materials, 
labor, energy and capital cost), for 
foundry coke products on the quantities 
of inputs used by one of the petitioning 
firms, Citizens Gas & Coke. See 
Initiation Checklist 

The petitioners selected India as their 
surrogate country. Citing the 
Department's recent determination in 
cold-rolled steel from the PRC, the 
petitioners stated that India is 
comparable to the PRC in its level of 
economic development and is a 
significant producer of foundry coke 

products. Based on the information 
provided by the petitioners, we believe 
that the petitioners' use of India as a 
surrogate country is appropriate for 
purposes of initiation of this 
investigation. See Initiation Checklist. 

In accordance with section 773(c)(4) 
of the Act, the petitioners valued factors 
of production for foundry coke 
products, where possible, on reasonably 
available, public surrogate country data. 
To value coal (the sole raw material 
input), the petitioners used a value for 
coking coal as reported in the Monthly 
Statistics of Foreign Trade of India, Vol. 
II-Imports, Directorate General of 
Commercial Intelligence & Statistics, 
Ministry of Commerce, Government of 
India, Calcutta. Labor was valued using 
the regression-based wage rate for the 
PRC, in accordance with 19 CFR 
351.408(c)(3). Energy (coke oven gas) 
was valued using an Indian surrogate 
value for natural gas, adjusted for the 
relative difference in heating values 
between natural gas and coke oven gas. 
For overhead, SG&A and profit, the 
petitioners applied rates derived from 
the publicly available annual report of 
an Indian producer of comparable 
merchandise, Tata Iron and Steel Co., 
Ltd. 

Based on comparisons of EP to NV, 
calculated in accordance with section 
773(c) of the Act, the estimated 
dumping margin for foundry coke 
products from the PRC is 226.38 
percent. 

Fair Value Comparisons 
Based on the data provided by the 

petitioners, there is reason to believe 
that imports of foundry coke products 
from the PRC are being, or are likely to 
be, sold in the United States at less than 
fair value. 

Allegations and Evidence of Material 
Injury and Causation 

The petition alleges that the U.S. 
industry producing the domestic like 
product is being materially injured and 
is threatened with material injury, by 
reason of the imports of the subject 
merchandise sold at less than NV. The 
petitioners contend that the industry's 
injured condition is evident in the 
declining trends in: (1) U.S. market 
share, (2) domestic production, (3) 
shipments, (4) capacity utilization, (5) 
employment, and (6) profit margins. 

The allegations of injury and 
causation are supported by relevant 
evidence including ITC section 332 
import data, lost sales, and pricing 
information. The Department assessed 
the allegations and supporting evidence 
regarding material injury and causation 
and determined that these allegations 

are supported by accurate and adequate 
evidence and meet the statutory 
requirements for initiation (see 
Attachments to Initiation Checklist, Re: 
Material Injury). 

Initiation of Antidumping Investigation 
Based upon our examination of the 

petition on foundry coke imports from 
the PRC, we find that the petition meets 
the requirements of section 732 of the 
Act. Therefore, we are initiating an 
antidumping duty investigation to 
determine whether imports of foundry 
coke products from the PRC are being, 
or are likely to be, sold in the United 
States at less than fair value. Unless 
postponed, we will make our 
preliminary determination no later than 
140 days after the date of this initiation. 

Distribution of Copies of the Petition 
In accordance with section 

732(b)(3)(A) of the Act, a copy of the 
public version of the petition has been 
provided to the representatives of the 
PRC. We will attempt to provide a copy 
of the public version of the petition to 
each exporter named in the petition, as 
appropriate. 

International Trade Com.mission 
Notification 

We have notified the ITC of our 
initiation, as required by section 732(d) 
of the Act. 

Preliminary Determination by the ITC 
The ITC will preliminarily determine, 

no later than November 6, 2000, 
whether there is a reasonable indication 
that imports of foundry coke products 
from the PRC are causing material 
injury, or threatening to cause material 
injury, to a U.S. industry. A negative 
ITC determination will result in this 
investigation being terminated; 
otherwise, this investigation will 
proceed according to statutory and 
regulatory time limits. 

This notice is published pursuant to 
section 777(i) of the Act. 

Dated: October 10, 2000. 
Troy H. Cribb, 
Acting Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 
[FR Doc. 00-26654 Filed 10-16-00; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P 
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CALENDAR OF PUBLIC CONFERENCE 

Those listed below appeared as witnesses at the United States International Trade Commission's 
conference: 

Subject: Foundry Coke from China 

Inv. No.: 731-TA-891 (Preliminary) 

Date and Time: October 11, 2000 - 9:30 a.m. 

The conference in connection with this investigation was held in the Commission's Main 
Hearing Room, 500 E Street, SW, Washington, DC. 

Congressional Appearances 

The Honorable Spencer Bachus, U.S. Congressman, 6th District, State of Alabama 
The Honorable Phil English, U.S. Congressman, 21st District, State of Pennsylvania 

In Support of the Imposition 
of Antidumping Duties: 

Schagrin Associates 
Washington, DC 

on behalf of 

ABC Coke, Erie Coke Corp., Citizens Gas and Coke Utility, Tonawanda Coke Corp., and United 
Steelworkers of America, AFL-CIO 

Robert A. Bloom, President, Erie Coke Corp. and President, Tonawanda Coke Corp. 

Martin C. Dusel, Executive Vice President, Citizens Gas and Coke Utility 

John M. Pearson, President, ABC Coke 

Gary Hubbard, Director of Public Affairs, United Steelworkers of America, AFL-CIO 

Joseph G. Harvey, Director of Purchasing and Transportation, Neenah Foundry 

Greg Simmons, Technical Director, Charlotte Pipe and Foundry Co. 

William Walters, Casting Manager, Ward Manufacturing 

Roger B. Schagrin 

Andrew B. Knapp 

) 
)--OF COUNSEL 
) 
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In Opposition to the Imposition of 
Antidumping Duties: 

White and Case 
Washington, DC 

on behalf of 

Shook Trading, Inc. and U-Met of Pennsylvania 

Douglas Shook, Jr., President, Shook Trading, Inc. 

Patrick Kellerman, Shook Trading, Inc. 

John Grantham, Shook Trading, Inc. 

Charles W. Knapp, U-Met of Pennsylvania 

Lyle Vander Schaaf 
Adams Lee 
Frank Morgan 

Sutherland, Asbill, and Brennan 
Washington, DC 

on behalf of 

USG Interiors, Inc. 

) 
)--OF COUNSEL 
) 

Fred M. Mazurski, Energy Manager, USG Interiors, Inc. 

Curtis H. Malone, Plant Manager, Red Wing Plant, USG Interiors, Inc. 

Mary Patricia Michel--OF COUNSEL 

B-4 



APPENDIXC 

SUMMARY DATA 

C-1 





Table C·1 
Foundry coke: Summary data concerning the U.S. market, 1997·99, January.June 1999, and January.June 2000 

(Quantity=metric tons, value=1,000 dollars, unit values, unit labor costs, and unit expenses are per mertlc ton; period changes=percent, except where noted) 
Reported data Period changes 

January-June Jan.-June 
Item 1997 1998 1999 1999 2000 1997-99 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 

U.S. consumption quantity: 
Amount. ........................ 1,151,179 1,193,226 1,249,249 598,125 578,124 8.5 3.7 4.7 -3.3 

Producers' share (1) ............... 100.0 98.7 91.0 97.4 93.0 -9.0 -1.3 -7.7 -4.4 
Importers' share (1 ): 

China ......................... (2) 1.3 9.0 2.6 7.0 9.0 1.3 7.7 4.4 
Other sources ................... 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total imports ................... (2) 1.3 9.0 2.6 7.0 9.0 1.3 7.7 4.4 

U.S. consumption value: 
Amount ......................... 198,786 209,847 217,111 107,868 103,025 9.2 5.6 3.5 -4.5 
Producers' share (1) ............... 100.0 99.0 93.3 97.7 93.8 -6.7 -1.0 -5.7 -3.9 
Importers' share (1 ): 

China ......................... (2) 1.0 6.7 2.3 6.2 6.7 1.0 5.7 3.9 
Other sources ................... 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total Imports ................... (2) 1.0 6.7 2.3 6.2 6.7 1.0 5.7 3.9 

U.S. shipments of Imports from: 
China: 

Quantity ....................... 22 15,804 113,028 15,404 40,246 (4) (4) 615.2 161.3 
Value .......................... 4 2,196 14,581 2,518 6,396 (4) (4) 564.0 154.0 
Unit value ...................... $181.82 $138.95 $129.00 $163.46 $158.92 -29.0 -23.6 -7.2 -2.8 
Ending inventory quantity .......... 

Other sources: 
Quantity ....................... 0 0 0 0 0 (3) (3) (3) (3) 

Value .......................... 0 0 0 0 0 (3) (3) (3) (3) 
Unit value ...................... (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) 

Ending inventory quantity .......... 0 0 0 0 0 (3) (3) (3) (3) 

All sources: 
Quantity ....................... 22 15,804 113,028 15,404 40,246 (4) (4) 615.2 161.3 
Value ..................... · ..... 4 2,196 14,581 2,518 6,396 (4) (4) 564.0 154.0 
Unit value ...................... $181.82 $138.95 $129.00 $163.46 $158.92 ·29.0 -23.6 -7.2 ·2.8 
Ending Inventory quantity .......... 

Table continued on next page. 
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Table C·1-Contlnued 
Foundry coke: Summary data concerning the U.S. market, 1997·99, January.June 1999, and January.June 2000 

(Quantity=metric tons, value=1,ooo dollars, unit values, unit labor costs, and unit expenses are per mertic ton; period changes=percent, except where noted) 
Reported data Period changes 

January-June 
Item 1997 1998 1999 1999 2000 1997·99 1997-98 1998-99 

U.S. producers': 
Average capacity quantity ........... 1,667,549 1,667,549 1,667,549 831,659 832,596 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Production quantity ................ 1,258,249 1,270,900 1,251,045 624,253 583,070 ·0.6 1.0 ·1.6 
Capacity utilization ( 1 ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 75.5 76.2 75.0 75.1 70.0 -0.4 0.8 -1.2 
U.S. shipments: 

Quantity ....................... 1,151,157 1,177,422 1,136,221 582,721 537,878 ·1.3 2.3 -3.5 
Value .......................... 198,782 207,651 202,530 105,350 96,629 1.9 4.5 ·2.5 
Unit value ...................... $172.68 $176.36 $178.25 $180.79 $179.65 3.2 2.1 1.1 

Export shipments: 
Quantity ....................... 102,794 99,059 106,829 53,242 52,158 3.9 -3.6 7.8 
Value .......................... 18,578 17,708 18,890 9,502 9,309 1.7 -4.7 6.7 
Unit value ...................... $180.73 $178.76 $176.82 $178.47 $178.48 -2.2 ·1.1 -1.1 

Ending inventory quantity ........... 43,608 38,023 46,017 24,815 39,061 5.5 ·12.8 21.0 
Inventories/total shipments (1) ........ 3.5 3.0 3.7 2.0 3.3 0.2 ·0.5 0.7 
Production workers ................ 976 986 964 960 967 -1.2 1.0 ·2.2 
Hours worked (1,000s) ............. 2,215 2,220 2,208 1,080 1,142 -0.3 0.2 -0.5 
Wages paid ($1,000s) .............. 41,063 40,358 40,523 20,031 20,849 ·1.3 ·1.7 0.4 
Hourty wages .................... $18.54 $18.18 $18.35 $18.55 $18.26 -1.0 ·1.9 1.0 
Productivity (metric tons per 1,000 hours 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.58 0.51 -0.3 0.8 ·1.0 
Unit labor costs ................... $32.64 $31.76 $32.39 $32.09 $35.76 -0.7 ·2.7 2.0 
Net sales: 

Quantity ....................... 1,242,785 1,285,623 1,250,193 635,962 590,036 0.6 3.4 ·2.8 
Value .......................... 215, 142 226,603 219,007 114,828 105,937 1.8 5.3 -3.4 
Unit value ...................... $173.11 $176.26 $175.18 $180.56 $179.54 1.2 1.8 -0.6 

Cost of goods sold (COGS) .......... 166,127 171,234 173,281 89,710 85,383 4.3 3.1 1.2 
Gross profit or (loss) ............... 49,015 55,369 45,726 25,119 20,554 -6.7 13.0 -17.4 
SG&A expenses .................. 12,558 12,350 13,183 7,097 7,319 5.0 ·1.7 6.7 
Operating income or (loss) .......... 36,457 43,019 32,543 18,022 13,235 -10.7 18.0 -24.4 
Capital expenditures ............... 18,559 13,820 12,628 6,427 6,046 ·32.0 ·25.5 -8.6 
Unit COGS ...................... $133.67 $133.19 $138.60 $141.06 $144.71 3.7 ..().4 4.1 
Unit SG&A expenses ............... $10.10 $9.61 $10.54 $11.16 $12.40 4.4 -4.9 9.8 
Unit operating income or (loss) ....... $29.33 $33.46 $26.03 $28.34 $22.43 -11.3 14.1 -22.2 
COGS/sales (1) ................... 77.2 75.6 79.1 78.1 80.6 1.9 ·1.7 3.6 
Operating income or (loss)/ 

sales (1) ....................... 16.9 19.0 14.9 15.7 12.5 ·2.1 2.0 -4.1 

(1) "Reported data" are in percent and "period changes" are in percentage points. 
(2) Less than 0.05 percent. 
(3) Not applicable. 
( 4) More than 1,000 percent. 

Note.-Flnanclal data are reported on a fiscal year basis and may not necessarily be comparable to data reported on a calendar year basis. Because of rounding, 
figures may not add to the totals shown. Unit values and shares are calculated from the unrounded figures. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted In response to Commission questionnaires. 
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The Commission requested U.S. producers to describe any actual or potential negative effects of 
imports of foundry coke from China on their firms' growth, investment, and ability to raise capital or 
development and production efforts (including efforts to develop a derivative or more advanced version 
of the product). 

Actual Negative Effects 

The majority ofresponding producers stated that they had experienced actual negative effects as 
a result of foundry coke imports from China. Summarized excerpts from producer responses are 
provided below. (Note: Statements that are not in quotes reflect items checked in section III-I I of the 
questionnaire.) 

ABC: *** 
Citizens: *** 
Empire: *** 
Erie: *** 
Tonawanda: *** 

Anticipated Negative Effects 

The majority ofresponding producers stated that they also anticipate negative effects as a result 
of imports of foundry coke from China. Narrative excerpts from producer responses are provided below. 

ABC: *** 
Citizens: *** 
Empire: *** 
Erie: *** 
Tonawanda: *** 
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